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Abstract
This study reviewed the compensatory, spillover, and segmentation
models for explaining the relationship between life, or non-job, sat-
H-isfaction and job satisfaction. A fourth model, the 'factor spillover 
model was proposed and tested with the other three using a sample of 
130 workers from a variety of white and blue collar jobs. The results
suggested that non-job satisfaction, like job satisfaction, is factorally
»- • " 1 1 ■ 1 1 »
complex. Some non-job satisfaction factors were moderately correlated 
with job satisfaction while others were not correlated at all, pro­
viding support for the factor spillover model. Seven moderating 
variables, including gender, were tested; none produced differential 
effects on the job and non-job satisfaction relationship. Implications 
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Life Satisfaction and Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction among workers has been an important area of re­
search since the 1930's, but not until the late 1950's did research on the 
relationship between job satisfaction and life satisfaction emerge 
(Brayfield & Wells, 1957; Hulin, 1969; Iris & Barrett, 1972).
In the last twenty years research has focused primarily on general 
theory concerning the job-life satisfaction relationship. Moderating 
factors that may affect the basic theoretical foundations have only re­
cently been treated with some regularity and depth, and no integrated 
models which include moderating factors have been advanced. The theor­
etical considerations have primarily focused on three models: the com­
pensatory model, segmentation model, and the spillover model 
of the job-life satisfaction relationship.
Theoretical Models
the job, will compensate by seeking ways of achieving fulfillment and 
success off the job. If the job leaves the person unsatisfied, whether 
that be from the type of supervision, pay, the job itself, co-workers, 
or promotion potential, the person would predictably look for off-the- 
job relationships and personal pursuits to fill that void. The compen­
satory model also suggests that a person dissatisfied with life off the 
job would seek greater fulfillment in the work setting (Kornhauser, 
1965). Thus, the compensatory model predicts a negative correlation 
between measures of life and job satisfaction.
The suggests that a person, dissatisfied with
*?
The^spillover modedjsliggests that there is a carryover effect from 
the job setting to non-job settings and vice versa. In being more 
satisfied with home, family, and social contacts, people tend to be 
more satisfied with their jobs. Likewise when satisfied with aspects of 
the job such as pay, supervision, and co-woirkers, a person tends to be 
more satisfied with family and other non-job aspects of life (Korn- 
hauser, 1965). Job and life satisfaction measures should be positively 
correlated according to the spillover model.
One other way of looking at the spillover model is to consider gen­
eral personality theory as a means of explaining the overlap between 
job and non-job satisfaction. Personality trait theory assumes that 
individuals have certain traits that determine behavior. These traits 
tend to' bhv consistent within individuals over time and situations. As 
such these traits influence attitudes and behavior with consistency 
across situations (Cattell, 1979). If a trait such as being hard to 
please exists, then this trait should influence a worker’s perceived 
level of satisfaction both on and off the job with some consistency.
Thus, personality trait theory could be another way of explaining the 
spillover model. *
The^'segmentation model suggests that there is no relationship be­
tween the job and non-job settings. People tend to segment or compart­
mentalize their lives so that work has little influence on the personal, 
non-work settings. Likewise, what happens at home is segmented from
work, thus creating no significant influence on the time spent at work
" 1 
(Meissner. 1971; Chisholm, _19,78-)-s— The segmentation model predicts the
null hypothesis: there is no relationship between job and non-job
^satisfaction. ^
Job Satisfaction and Life Satisfaction Definitions
A clarification of terms is important at this point because of 
the confounding of job and life satisfaction found in many of the 
research articles reviewed. For example, Warr, Cook and Wall (1979) 
defined job satisfaction as the degree to which a person reports 
satisfaction with both intrinsic and extrinsic features of the job. 
Total job satisfaction is the sum of all the separate items measuring 
job satisfaction. Warr et al. defined life satisfaction as the degree 
to which a person reports satisfaction with salient features of his
life and life space, a^construct which may have included work.
t^^^J^y;,^^^e^2^sfaction is not a concept that encompasses 
the job and job satisfaction; rather, it involves only the life space 
outside of the job and work environment. Thus, total life satisfaction 
is the sum of all the separate items measuring life satisfaction. Concept­
ually separating life and job satisfaction, one allows for an inde­
pendent test of the two concepts and a more appropriate test of the pres­
ence or absence of a relationship between job and non-job satisfaction.
-^T-hrOughoutr-t-he-remainder-'of— th-is-'Study^the term non-job satisfaction will be 
used in place of life satisfaction, except when describing other studies.
Because of the vagueness of terminology, several studies reviewed 
were difficult to interpret. In this regard confounding may have occurred 
in some of the research. A-brief ' review-and- critiqueT-o f ~ tHe^research—  
follows.
^Literature Review of Theoretical Model Support C=rr—
\
X W arr et^al.^Cl979^ used separate measures to index job and life 
satisfaction. As noted above, total job satisfaction was the sum of
Co
all items representing both intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. 
Overall job satisfaction was measured by a single item reporting sat­
isfaction with the job as a whole. Similarly, total life satisfaction 
was the sum of the separate items while a single item, overall life 
satisfaction, reported satisfaction with life as a whole. Warr et al. 
found a correlation of .49 between total life satisfaction and total job 
satisfaction using the new scales with groups of 200 and 390 blue 
collar workers employed at a number of manufacturing companies in the 
United Kingdom. The present study found that two of the fifteen items 
on the Warr et al. life satisfaction scale were sufficiently general to 
possibly encompass feelings about the job, thus slightly blurring the 
notion of life and iob as independent concepts.
He developed his own index of job satisfaction 
and of life satisfaction for the study. He reported a correlation of .58
which is supportive of the spillover hypothesis. However, there appears 
to be some confounding in his measures of life satisfaction, } since some 
of the questions in the life satisfaction scale are related to feelings 
about life in general and what the person was or would like to accomplish 
in life. With some other scales Kornhauser found a more modest corre­
lation between job satisfaction and other non-work constructs: .34 with
family-home satisfaction, .26 with leisure satisfaction, and .32 with 
community satisfaction. Here there was no conceptual overlap of con­
structs but lower correlations. Kornhauser noted in his study that he 
did not find any inverse relationships between life satisfaction and 
job satisfaction scales.
Kornhauser (1965)) studied 407 Detroit automotive factory workers
/ c ^-r^s anc* Barrett (1972)^ using a sample of first-level supervisors 
from a chemical plant, examined the relationship between job and life 
satisfaction and also the effect of job importance. They used the Job 
Descriptive Index (JDI), developed by Smith, Kendall and Hulin (1969), as 
a measure of job satisfaction. It was administered to 34 men considered 
to have high morale and 35 men with low morale. Four questions consti­
tuted the general life satisfaction measure. Beyond the brevity of the
\
life satisfaction scale, it is important to note that confounding oc­
curred because the life satisfaction scale measured overall satisfaction 
with life in general, family, leisure, and job. Using life satisfaction 
questions that include satisfaction with the job creates an overlap of 
concepts. Conceptually then, job satisfaction would be a part of life 
satisfaction rather than a completely independent variable. Nowhere in 
the study is there a definition of job or life satisfaction. The re­
sults were not all in a positive direction, but they generally sup­
ported the spillover model: correlations ranged from -.21 to .60.
Job importance results showed that for those who had high level job 
satisfaction, a positive relationship was found between importance of 
the work and life satisfaction..
Studies by (Bamundo (197^)^Nand Bamundo and Kopelman (1980) both
produced results consistent with the spillover model# In the Bamundo 
and Kopelman study, two measures of job satisfaction were used, the JDI 
and one question on global satisfaction with the job. Life satisfaction 
was measured only by one question: "In general, how satisfying do you
find the way you’re spending your life these days?" The deficiency here, 
again, is in the generality with which life satisfaction is considered.
It appears that job satisfaction may be considered only a part of general 
life satisfaction, and a different statistical measure would be more
appropriate. The result for the nationwide sample of 2,200 households 
was a correlation of .35 between life and job satisfaction.
The only research article found that examined the causality issue 
was reported by Orphen (1978) who studied 76 white first-line managers 
employed by five different South African industrial firms. Using the 
cross-lagged correlational technique in testing work and non-work sat­
isfaction twice, Orphen found that the direction of causality was 
stronger from work to non—work satisfaction than vice versa. Orphen 
concluded that the positive relationship he found (.27) was consistent 
with the spillover hypothesis, but that "although the dynamic cor­
relation was significant (p^.001), it is of insufficient magnitude to 
rule out the possibility that other variables had strong effects on the 
work-nonwork satisfaction relationship."
'•q ^Near, Rice, and^Hui^^ 1,041 people, in a
random sampling of an eastern city, with a survey containing four 
global questions. In the study, Near et al. appeared to consider job 
satisfaction to be a part of general life satisfaction. A Pearson 
correlation co-efficient of .30 was found (j>^. 001) . Because the common 
variance was quite small (9%), Near et al. proposed a conceptual model 
of life and job satisfaction with first and second level determinants. 
Their model has yet to be tested. In the conclusions of the study, job 
satisfaction was not considered a particularly important component of 
life satisfaction, but job satisfaction could be influenced by factors 
outside of the workplace.
A study by\London, Crandall, and Seals (1977) provided some basic
support for the ^segmentation model>> Their study examined the relation­
ships between job andT"led^ and their contributions to
the perception of/quality of life. Using a national probability sample
of 1,297 people, London et al. found very low intercorrelations be­
tween job and leisure satisfaction items (median _r = .14, £^.05) but 
they found through regression analysis that together these items ac- 
counted for 25% of the variance in perceived quality of life (R = .50). 
Though leisure was not defined, a review of the questions used shows a 
clear separation of work and nonwork related questions. Quality of life 
was measured by a single question that is similar to the Warr et al. 
(1979) measure of overall life satisfaction. This single item did not 
allow for a test of the reliability of the measure. ^
Several other studies reviewed did not'"contain the problem of ser­
ious confounding. Rousseau 0 9 7 8 ^ found a correlation of .36 Cp<£.05) 
when testing 139 electronics and broadcasting company employees using 
the Job Diagonstic Survey for a job satisfaction measure and the 
General Motor Faces Scale for life satisfaction. Rousseau had used the 
term nonwork when measuring life satisfaction. This helped to clarify 
the terminology and avoid an overlapp of concepts while providing some 
support for the spillover model. Qgi^holm^lj78/) also found support for 
the spillover model when he sttudied 100 technical employees of a diver­
sified manufacturing plant. Chisholm studied the relationship between 
alienation (helplessness and powerlessness) and satisfying aspects of 
on-the-job and off-the-job spheres of life such as variety, control, 
social interaction, and purpose. Those who expressed that their jobs 
had less meaning in their lives away from the job (r = .50, P.^.001), 
and those who felt more powerless on the job also felt less powerful 
off the job (r = .46, _p ^ .001). In summary, these two articles provided 
somewhat stronger support for the spillover model of life and job sat­
isfaction when measured as independent concepts. ^
In summarizing al-l""bf the articles reviewed, many of the studies 
contained flaws. Definitions of job satisfaction and life, or non-job, 
satisfaction varied. Some considered job satisfaction to be a part of 
life satisfaction, yet they measured them as conceptually independent 
constructs. Some studies used single item measures that prohibited 
estimating reliability. Also, unvalidated instruments were used in 
much of the research with no attempt to cross validate, leaving the 
results in question. Finally, no attempts were made to factor the life, 
or non-job, satisfaction questions.
The possibility that life, or non-job, satisfaction is a unitary 
concept is quite slim. Most job satisfaction measures such as the 
Job Descriptive Index (JDI) developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin 
(1969) have identified five or more factors. Though not discussed in 
detail, implicit in some prior studies is the notion that several 
factors exist for life satifaction. For example, in the Iris and 
Barrett (1972) study critiqued earlier, life satisfaction was composed 
of life in general, family, leisure, and job. Most likely, non-job
\satisfaction is a multifaceted concept, composed^of more than one factor
I . % -
|as well. It ,1s hypothesized that at least several clearly identifiable 
factors compose the concept of non-job satisfaction^(Hypc?thesis I). Based^
on the measure to be used in this study, a non-job satisfaction developed 
by Warr et al. (1977) and modified for this study, factor analysis 
should result in factors such as satisfaction with family, standard of 
living, and social pursuits off the job. These factors are predicted 
based on the types of items found in the Warr et al. non-job satisfaction 
scale.
A Factor Spillover Model
If the concept of non-job satisfaction is multidimensional, then the 
spillover, segmentation, and compensatory models may not be sufficiently 
complex to accurately define the job and non-job satisfaction relation­
ship, If the concept is multidimensional, a more complex model is needed 
to adequately interpret the data since some of the previous research has 
found strong positive correlations, modest positive correlations, no 
correlations, and even neative correlations. The factor spillover model 
proposed here asserts that both job satisfaction and non-job satisfaction 
are multidimensional. The model also asserts that not all job satis­
faction factors are related to all non-job satisfaction factors. It then 
follows that all aspects of the job are not related to all aspects of 
life. For example, satisfaction with supervision should not be very 
closely related to a person’s satisfaction with the type of government. 
However, other facets of job satisfaction, such as pay satisfaction, should 
be closely related to satisfaction with standard of living. Thus, there 
should be differential relationships when pairing certain job and non-job 
factors. Some job and non-job factors will have significant positive 
correlations, and others will not be correlated at all (Hypothesis II). 
Since a factor structure has not yet been determined, no specific pre­
dictions are made as to which job and non-job factors are related and 
which are not.
In the factor spillover model, job factors are correlated with non­
job factors. If the spillover model as described by Kornhauser (1965) is 
correct every job satisfaction factor should be significantly and 
positively correlated with every non—job satisfaction factor.
If the segmentation model were to receive some support, then none 
of the job factors would be related to non-job factors. A test of the 
segmentation hypothesis is not proposed in this study. Adequately 
testing the segmentation hypothesis (the null hypothesis) would require 
a method designed to rule out all alternative reasons for obtaining ’no 
correlation’ between factors. Such a study is logically and technically 
infeasible.
If the compensatory model is correct, then job satisfaction factors 
would all be significantly and negatively correlated with all non-job 
satisfaction factors.
In order to expand and clarify extant job-life satisfaction 
research, the present study clearly defined job and life satisfaction 
as job and non-job satisfaction, respectively. Multiple-item measures 
were used for each construct with at least two instruments used to 
test job satisfaction and two to test non-job satisfaction. Furthermore, 
the construct validity of a frequently used unvalidated job satisfaction
received some consideration is the search for moderating effects. In a 
study of 84 professional male engineers, Bedeian and Marbert (1979) 
studied the moderating effect of favorable self-perception using the 
Thompson Biographical Information Blank (Thompson, 1971). They split 
the group into those with high and low self-perception based on self-per­
ceived background experiences and expectations by using the Biographical 
Information Blank (BIB). The BIB as a measure of self-perception covered
measure was examined
Literature Review of Moderating Effects 4=z
Another area in the job and non-job satisfaction research that has
antecedent life experiences using an individual's assessment of his 
background of experience and his appraisal of abilities. Examples of 
scale items were the self-assessment of respondent potential, perceived
preferences. This in turn would provide an indication of the types of 
treatment the individual would expect in response to various stimuli.
The description of self-perception in the Bedeian and Marbert study w^s 
not sufficiently clear and thus, leaves the interpretabilitiy of self­
perception quite open. They used the JDI to measure components of job 
satisfaction. A four-item scale developed by Iris and Barrett (1972) 
-feha-t—wa-s—-cr itiqued~ear Tier “in-t His~s tudy>, was used as the measure of 
life satisfaction.
Bedeian and Marbert found significant differences between the high 
and low self-perception groups on the JDI satisfaction with supervision 
measure and the general life satisfaction measure. The correlations 
for high and low self-perception groups were .47 and -.16 (_p 01), res-
spectively. Bedeian and Marbert also found significant differences 
between the JDI measure of satisfaction with co-workers and general life 
satisfaction for high and low self-perception groups (.57 and .20, res­
pectively; £^.05). These significant differences in correlation 
pairs were evaluated with Fischer’s Z_ transformation and _t-test between 
independent correlations.
Role stress (Chassie and Bhagat, 1980) was studied with 115 
working women representing a diverse group of occupations. They found 
role stress on and off the job to be significantly and negatively
values gained froyeducat _ Gained, and self-judged personal
related to overall job satisfaction
xz)
personal-life satisfaction Cr = -.20, £.< .05). Differential effects of 
role stress were not found for personal life satisfaction (jt (66) = 1.63, 
£^.05) but effects were found for total job satisfaction. Women with 
higher role stress were less satisfied with their jobs overall (_t (66)
= 2.77, £<.01), less satisfied with supervision (jt (66) = 2.89, £^.01).
A comprehensive exploration of moderating effects was done 
recently in a study by Bamundo and Kopelman (1980). Using a sample of 
911 randomly chosen heads of households, they found substantially
different correlations acrossfeducationjlevels. The correlation
between life and job satisfaction for people with only a grammar
school level^educatioii~was~~£^=J »07 > f°r people who had a graduate 
school degree, jr = .58 (_t (675) = 3.57, £<<.001). They also found income 
to be a moderator. The job-life satisfaction relationship increased in 
strength as individual income increased, with correlations ranging 
from .09 to .55 for the seven subgroups.
Self employment had a significant impact on the job-life satis­
faction relationship according to Bamundo and Kopelman; however, 
further analysis of the data by the present author using a t-test of 
the differences between independent correlation coefficients showed 
that the reported correlations of .46 and .34 for self-employed and 
non-self-employed workers respectively had a reasonable probability of 
being drawn from a common population (£^.10 by a two-tailed test). 
Occupational level as a variable did not produce significant differ­
ences across all subgroups. However, in two cases, higher level 
occupational groups had differences that were significant: clerical
versus professional/technical (it = .20 and _r = .39, respectively,
£^.05) and clerical versus managerial/administrative (jr — .20 and 
£ =  .40, respectively, £^.05).
Bamundo and Kopelman found a significant occupational level by 
job satisfaction interaction by using moderated multiple regression 
analysis. However, the effect was not sizable (the proportion of 
explained variance increased from .12 to .13 by the introduction of the
effect. The job satisfaction=life satisfaction correlation increased 
with job longevity up through the 6-10 year period and then declined. 
Finally, urbanization did not moderate the job-life relationship in the 
Bamundo and Kopelman study.
Wells (1957), in a study of civil service employees, found a signifi­
cant positive correlation of .56 among men who held higher level 
office jobs entailing some independent judgment. However, the corre­
lation of .14 was not significant between these same two variables 
among women who held routine clerical jobs at lower salaries. Further 
analysis of the data by the present author using a t-test of the 
differences between correlation coefficients for independent samples 
supported the probability that they were drawn from two separate 
populations. That is, real differences on the basis of sex had a
K * \ /  .
statistically high probability of being present, course, it is quite
possible that these results are not due to sex differences alone; 
job level and pay differences might also explain these results.
Twelve ybs&s l s k ^ r . Hulin (1969) found that job satisfaction did 
contribute to life satisfaction for women in different proportions based 
on intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction measures. Hulin reported
interaction term). Job longevity showed a
o be considered in the present research is the effect
A X  f
_ and non-job satisfaction relationship)^] Brayfield and
standardized partial regression weights for the relationship between 
intrinsic job satisfaction and satisfaction with life in general as 
.17 for men and .20 for women with samples of 387 and 81 subjects, 
respectively. For extrinsic job satisfaction, and satisfaction with 
life in general, the results were .13 for men and .07 for women. None 
of the differences between groups was significant.
Kavanagh and Halpern (1977), using scales identical to those used 
(by Brayfield and Weils (1957), found an even greater shift in results
than Hulin (1969).^) The Kavanagh and Halpern study included three
groups of females, one of which was at a job level similar to that in 
the Brayfield and Wells study. Kavanagh and Halpern reported strong 
positive correlations between job and life satisfaction for both 
their female and male samples, indicating strong differences between 
the female sample of their study and that of the Brayfield study.
The average interscale correlations were .35 for men and .39 for women 
in the Kavanagh and Halpern study. A^ain, using the t—test of the 
difference between correlations for independent samples, it was found 
that the female samples from the Brayfield and Wells study and from 
the Kavanagh and Halpern study, separated by twenty years in time, 
were drawn from the same population (p^.05). The analysis also showed 
the male sample to be drawn from the same population. That i^ over 
time no significant shift was found in the job-life satisfaction rela­
tionship for men or women. This suggests that sex may not be a mod­
erator of the relationship.
This analysis, though a fair statistical assessment, does temper 
Kavanagh and Halpern*s (1977) results and their conclusions suggesting
a shift in societal norms and expectations for women. Less pressure from 
male co-workers or more supportive work and organizational climates 
were presented as specific changes that have occurred since the late
In the present research the moderating influence of sex was 
scrutinized using a different set of subjects, more clearly defined 
concepts of job and non-job satisfaction, and multiple-item measures. 
Thus, this study sought to confirm the Kavanagh and Halpern results 
showing this shift toward a stronger job/non-job satisfaction relation­
ship for women and suggesting that significant differences for males 
and females may not exist for this relationship.
Moderating Effects Hypotheses
The relevant literature indicates that few moderating factors, 
other than gender, have been explored in more than one study. In the 
present study, several exploratory hypotheses investigated whether other 
specific factors moderated:! the job satisfaction/non-job satisfaction 
relationship. For example, the effects of being employed by someone 
else, being self-employed, or a combination of both were also explored. 
People who are both self-employed and employed by others may be maxi­
mizing their level of pay and the types of work that are most satisfying 
to them. Often, people who are self-employed have greater autonomy, 
greater control over their hours of work, see the results of their 
work, see rewards that are more commensurate with i:the amount of effort 
they set forth, and may be able to increase their level of pay easier
1950*s and were considered by Kavanagh and Halpern to be reasons that 
might account for the increase in the relationship they observed, 
though the increase was not significant. ~
16
than those who work for others. Of the three categories, being 
self-employed allows the greatest autonomy and control over the job.
The present study hypothesized that the increasing level of self- 
employment would moderate the job/non-job relationship (Hypothesis 
III).
Differences in the correlations between job and non-job satis­
faction based on type of employer (government, private business, or 
non-profit agency) were also explored; the first two categories were 
hypothesized to produce significantly higher correlations than the 
latter (Hypothesis IV). The present author assumed that generally 
lower job security and pay would effect some differences in job satisfac­
tion for the non-profit agency employees but not affect non-job satis­
faction drastically.
Occupational level has been investigated previously with the gen­
eral finding that this variable moderated the relationship between job 
and non-job satisfaction between some levels. Higher level workers, 
such as professional/technical or managerial/administrative, tended to 
have stronger positive correlations than lower level employees, such as 
clerical workers (Bamundo & Kopelman, 1980). In the same study, blue 
collar workers tended to also have lower correlations than higher level 
workers. The present study examined the difference between white collar 
workers and blue collar workers that included craftspersons, machine
operators, service workers, and general laborers. White collar workers
\
were hypothesized to have significantly higher job/non-job satisfaction 
correlations than were blue'- collar workers (Hypothesis V).
17
The present study also hypothesized that supervisory status would 
moderate the job/non-job satisfaction relationship. Supervisors tend 
to have greater responsibiliites, greater control and more autonomy 
in the workplace than do non—supervisory personnel. They also tend to 
have higher salaries and have achieved higher status in the organiza­
tion, possibly fulfilling their goals for promotion within the organ­
ization, Thus, significantly higher positive correlations should be 
found for supervisors than for non-supervisors (Hypothesis VI).
Shift, or hours of work, was also explored. The day shift, 7:00 
a.m. to 3:00 p.m., and the general business shift, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m., were hypothesized to produce significantly higher positive 
correlations than the second shift, 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m., or the 
third shift, 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Hypothesis VII). This hypothesis 
is based on the assumption that people who work during the early part 
of the day (day shift) and the middle part of the day (business shift) 
are able to find larger amounts of time in the later afternoon and 
evening for personal and family pursuits. Generally, they are off work 
when ther spouses, friends, and children are available. This should 
increase the strength of the job/non-job satisfaction correlation.
The last hypothesis to be considered was length of emplpyment,oor 
job longevity. The present study hypothesized that the job/non-job sat­
isfaction correlation would be significantly higher through the 5-7 year 
period and then significantly decrease after that (Hypothesis VIII). An 
explanation for this trend is that plateaus for pay and promotion which 
may have reasonably strong ties to non—job satisfaction, are reached
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after 5-7 years on the job; employees then become more dissatisfied
with their jobs and the standard of living achieved by staying with their
employer.
.Summary of Hypotheses
In summary, the first hypothesis predicts that a valid non-job 
satisfaction scale will have a number of factors, not just one. The 
second hypothesis predicts that the modified spillover model of the 
job/non-job satisfaction relationship would be supported, rather than the 
compensatory, segmentation, spillover, or negatively accelerated compen­
satory models. Certain job satisfaction factors should be positively 
and significantly related to non-job factors, whereas other job and 
non-job factors should not be related at all. Other hypothesized 
moderators of the job/non-job relationship were: self-employment 
(Hypothesis III), type of employer (Hypothesis V), supervisory status 
(Hypothesis VI), the shift worked (Hypothesis VII), and job longevity 
(Hypothesis VIII). The present study also sought to confirm the 
Kavanagh and Halpern study findings of no difference between males and 
females in the job/non-job satisfaction relationship.
Method
Subjects
The subjects were randomly chosen from the population of a mid- 
western city of 340,000 people. In order to insure random selection, 
several steps were followed. The local City Directory provided a 
reasonably comprehensive list of residents. Names were selected by using 
two random number tables. The first random number set was used to deter­
mine the page number within the 869—page book. The second random number 
set was used to select the subject based on the position numbers on that
page. There were approximately 245 names per page. A pilot mailing of 
40 questionnaires was sent with a cover letter explaining the general 
nature of the project and insuring confidentiality to the subjects. Of 
those letters sent, 20 included stamped return envelopes and 20 included 
business reply envelopes. Approximately equal proportions of responses 
were returned in stamped and business reply envelopes. Eight questionnaires 
were returned for incorrect address; 12 of the potential 40 questionnaires 
were completed and returned for a 30% response rate. An additional 660 
questionnaires were then mailed with a cover letter and business reply 
envelope. Of the total of 700 mailed, 72 were returned with incorrect 
addresses. A total of 130 questionnaires of the potential 700 were 
returned in usable form, a response rate of 18.6%. A copy of the question­
naire is included in Appendix A.
Instruments JJT p  I]!
Three measures of job satisfaction were used: the Job Descriptive 
Index (JDI) formulated and tested by Smith, Kendall and Hulin (1969), 
a job satisfaction scale developed by Warr, Cook and Wall (1979), and 
a single item global measure of overall job satisfaction, also from Warr 
et al.
Job Satisfaction
The JDI is a widely used measure of job satisfaction. Following 
Smith et al., the scale items were summed to form a measure of total job 
satisfaction. The JDI has been construct—validated with other measures 
of job satisfaction and reliabilities were reported by Smith et al. of 
.84 for'satisfaction with the work itself, .80 for pay satisfaction,
.86 for satisfaction with promotion opportunities, and .87 for
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satisfaction with supervisors, and .88 for satisfaction with co-workers. 
Non-job Satisfaction
The original Warr et al. (1977) non-job satisfaction scale had 15 
items, five of which addressed government. Four of these items on 
government were dropped due to the fact that in the original study they 
were not correlated with the non-job satisfaction measure. With eleven 
remaining items, each item was paired with a new item of similar content 
to lengthen the scale for purposes of determining scale reliability and 
aiding in determining whether an underlying factor structure existed.
Several other modifications were made in the scales to better 
suit them to the purposes of this research. Since this study defines 
life satisfaction as non-job satisfaction, the words ’off the job1 
were added to two items and to the overall, or global, non-job satisfac­
tion question. Also, the item on satisfactory profit sharing on the 
JDI was modified to read ’satisfactory fringe benefits' since profit 
sharing is not applicable to many employees.
The questionnaire was pilot tested for this research to determine 
ease of comprehension, ease of completion, and absence of awkward questions. 
A number of substantial modifications were made to make it more readable 
and easier to complete. Demographic questions were placed on the last 
page.
Results
Sample Versus Population Characteristics
To determine how representative the respondents to this reserach 
were, questions on age and occupation were asked using the same categories 
as those found in the 1980 Census preliminary results as reported in the
Omaha World Herald, 1982 Consumer Preference Study (1981). Table 1 
compares the sample and population figures for age, occupation level, 
and gender of the respondents. The respondents were fairly representa­
tive of the population by age except for the 65 and older category which 
logically includes more people that are not working due to retirement.
By occupational level more professional and managerial workers responded; 
fewer blue collar workers responded leaving the occupational sampling 
somewhat unrepresentative of the population. The respondents also were 
somewhat unrepresentative of the ^percentage of employed workers by 
gender; women were over-represented in*the sample.
Job Satisfaction Measures
The employee responses to the job satisfaction items for the JDI 
and Warr et al. scales were separately summed to form separate total job 
satisfaction scores. The scores were divided by the total number of 
items within each scale to obtain mean scale responses. The Warr et al. 
non-job satisfaction items were treated similarly.
The Warr et al. job satisfaction scale was factor analyzed to 
determine the extent to which there was an underlying factor structure. 
Using a varimax rotation, four uninterpretable variables resulted. By 
forced solutions of two, three, and five factors, still no interpretable 
factor structure emerged. Thus it was not possible to determine just 
what the scale was measuring, leaving questions about the scale’s 
utility in the present form.
The reliability of the Warr et al. job satisfaction scale was 
computed using coefficient alpha (a. = .91). The five submeasures of 
the JDI and their respective alpha coefficients were: JDI work scale, .80
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Table 1.
Comparisons of Census Data to Survey Population




Clerical & Sales 17% 21.5%
Craftsman 15% 10.0%
Operative 9% 3.1%
Service Worker 6% 3.1%
Laborer 2% 3.8%
Military 5% 0.0%







65 & older 14% 1.5%




JDI co-workers scale, .86; JDI supervision scale, .90; JDI pay scale,
.78; and JDI promotion scale, .89. Thus, both measures of job satisfac­
tion were found to be quite reliable.
The convergent validity coefficient for the Warr et al. job sat­
isfaction scale and the total JDI was .60; for the Warr et al. job 
satisfaction scale and the single-item global measure of job satis­
faction, .60; and for the JDI and the global job satisfaction measure, .53. 
Non-Job Satisfaction Measure (Hypothesis I)
The expanded Warr et al. non-job scale was factor analyzed to detect 
an underlying factor structure. The correlation matrix of items was 
factored via classical or common-factor solution (principle factoring 
with iteration) with varimax rotation to terminal factors.
This factoring method was used for extraction of initial factors 
for several reasons. This solution assumes inferred factors rather than 
a defined set of factors as in the principle components factor analysis.
It also is a widely accepted factoring method and assumes that the 
observed variables are influenced by various determinants, some of 
which are shared by other variables in the set (common variance) while 
others are not shared by another variable (unique variance).
The varimax rotation was used because it simplifies the structure 
of the factor matrix, improving interpretability of the resulting 
factors. The seven resulting rotated factors yielded a clearly identi­
fiable factor structure (see Table 2).
The seven factors accounted for 71% of the total variance. Of this 
variance, the individual factors and the amount of variance each accounted 
for by each were factor 1, social and leisure satisfaction (29.8%);
Table 2
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for Non-Job Satisfaction Scale3
Satisfaction with:
1. national government ,00 .15
2. leisure tima .49 -.01
3. social friends .65 -.03
4. future & prospects 
(off the job)
•12 .22
5. ability to buy things .10
COo•
6. present health .14 .11
7. education received .07 .10
8. off the job accomplish­
ments
.63 .21
9. people-social .73 -.09
1C. family life .52 .17
11. life with spouse .04
oo*
12. local government .00 .03
13. formal training & 
education
.09 .01
14. house or apartment .11 121
15. standard of living .12 .13
16. community .13 .86
17. off job goals & 
a c c orap 1 hme n t s
.73 .15
10. quality of time 
off the job
.29
19. neighborhood .09 .05
20. physical & mental 
health
.23 .17
21. future (other than wor'c) .57 .31
22. living conditions .29 .50
Factor
3 4 5 6 7
.17 .66 .06 .2 £ ’ ill
,06 .17 .35V. -.02 -.00
.13 -.03 .27 .05 .06
.31 -.03 .10 .01 Jt2
*21 .06 .00 1 . 0 0 .16
.07 .07 .61 .10 .04
.07 .85 .15
00 .1 .17
.06 .24 .21 .03 .00
-.03 -.14 .03 .01 .16
.08 .10 .07 -.14
.03 .00 .05 ai .16
-.01 .17 .05
00.•
.03 .12 .06 .05
.35 .03 .07 .31 -.02
.02 .08 .10 -.00
.13 -.00 .14 -.03 .19
.05 .09
0*< -.03 -.01
.06 .05 .10 .13 .13
.01 .0? .07 .02 .00
-.02 .•V) .74 -.01 .14
.24 .19 .25 .05 .09
.24 .19 .13 .23 • 20
•italics indicate items included in final life aatisfactJon subscales.
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factor 2, housing and neighborhood satisfaction (9.8%); factor 3, 
standard of living satisfaction (8.4%); factor 4, satisfaction with 
education (6.9%); factor 5, satisfaction with personal health (5.9%); 
factor 6, family and marital satisfaction (5.4%); and factor 7, satis­
faction with government (5.0%). Thus, the hypothesis that non-job 
satisfaction is a multi-dimensional construct was supported.
The factors were further analyzed to determine the reliability 
of each factor. Coefficient alpha, a test of internal homogeneity was 
computed. The reliabilities were .86 for social and leisure satisfaction 
(9 items), .80 for housing and neighborhood satisfaction (4 items), .90 
for satisfaction with standard of living (2 items), .89 for satisfaction 
with education (2 items), .72 for satisfaction with personal health 
(2 items), .41 for family and marital satisfaction (2 items) and .55 
for satisfaction with governemnt (3 items).
The alpha coefficient for the expanded (22-item) Warr et al. 
non-job satisfaction scale used in this research was .84. The shortened 
(11-item) version of the original Warr et al. life satisfaction scale 
had a reliability of .77, as analyzed using the current data. Thus, 
lengthening the scale had the effect of slightly improving the reliability 
of the measure. The alpha coefficient for the six-item job importance 
scale was .78. The convergent validity coefficient for the Warr et al. 
non-job satisfaction scale and single-item global measure of non-job 
satisfaction was .71.
Factor Spillover Model (Hypothesis II)
It was hypothesized that the factor spillover model of the job/ 
non-job satisfaction relationship would best describe the data. In
26
general there was a significant postive correlation of .36 (p^.OOl) 
between the Warr et al. job satisfaction and non-job satisfaction scales; 
r = .42, .001 between the JDI and the Warr et al. non-job satisfaction
scale. The amount of variance accounted for in these job/non-job satis­
faction relationships was 12% and 17% respectively. Table 3 presents 
the complete correlation matrix. It should be noted that all five of 
the JDI subscales were correlated significantly with the Warr et al. 
non-job satisfaction scale, but that the correlations ranged from .19 
to .35.
In order to adequately test the factor spillover hypothesis, 
the seven non-job satisfaction factors and the five JDI factors of 
satisfaction with work, supervision, co-workers, pay, and promotion 
were correlated (see Table 4). Satisfaction with education was sig­
nificantly related to the work itself (r_ = .33, p> ^.001), with super­
vision (_r = .35, _p ^ .001), and with promotions (r = .28, _p ^ .001). 
However, education was not related at all to satisfaction with pay 
(.07). Satisfaction with the standard of living and pay were highly 
correlated (r = .43, _p^.001) and was the strongest of all the cor­
relations in the matrix. This is one of the logical relationships 
that might be expected to result from the modified spillover model of 
the job/non-job satisfaction relationship.
The other logical content area is that of satisfaction with co­
workers and satisfaction with non-work social satisfaction, since some 
of the people with whom one works may also be social aquaintances 
(r = .22, 2  <  .012). Satisfaction with supervision correlated .28
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Correlation Coefficients for J ob and Non-Job Factors
JDI JDI Super JDI Co­ JDI JDI
Work vision workers Pay Promoti*
F amily .06 .12 -.03 .19* ,20*
Social . 25** .23*** .21* .16 .27**
Education . 33**'* .35*** .17* .08 .28***
Housing . 25** .10 .07 o 14 .16
Health . 24** .09 .11 -.02 -.01
Standard of 
L iv ing
.23** .14 .15 .43*** .18*
Government .23** • 06 .06 .16 . 18*
^=130 *2^.05 **£<.01 ***£<.001
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In the analysis of moderating factors which follows, groups with 
less than 10 subjects were considered to produce unstable correlations and 
thus were not considered when testing the hypostheses for significant 
group differences.
Self-employment Moderating Effects (Hypothesis III)
It was hypothesized that the increasing level of self-employment 
would moderate the job/non-job satisfaction relationship. The self- 
employed group was too small to adequately test the hypothesis fully.
The non—self-employed group and the group that was both self-employed 
and employed by someone else produced inconsistent results across the 
two job satisfaction scales. These results also did not show a moderating 
effect across groups (See Table 5).
Employer Type Moderating Effects (Hypothesis IV)
It was hypothesized that government employees and pri’vateindustry 
employees would have significantly higher correlations between job and 
non-job satisfaction than would non-profit agency workers. No significant 
group differences were found though the results were generally in the 
expected direction (Table 6).
Occupational Level Moderating Effects (Hypothesis V)
It was hypothesized that significantly different correlations for 
the job/non-job satisfaction relationship would result for white 
collar workers and blue collar workers. Table 7 shows that the results 
were not consistent across the two job satisfaction scales. No significant 
differences between white collar and blue collar workers were found. Thus, 
the hypothesis was not supported.
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Table 5
The Moderating Effect of Self-Employment
N









ed 111 . 3.8.*.** .37***
both self-employ­
ed and employed 
by another 12 .33 .67*
self-employed 5 .62 .78
* £  ^.95
** p <.01
*** P < • 001
Table 6






















** p <.01 
*** p <. 001
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Table 7
The Moderating Effect of Occupational Level
Warr et al job JDI^Warr et al
satisfaction/non- non-job satisfac
job satisfaction tion correlation
Type N..... correlation
White collar 103 .30** .40***





Supervisory Status Moderating Effects (Hypothesis VI)
It was hypothesized that supervisory status would moderate the 
job/non-job satisfaction relationship. A significant difference between 
the two groups was not found (See Table 8).
Work Shift Moderating Effects (Hypothesis VII)
It was hypothesized that work shift would moderate the job/non-job 
satisfaction relationship. The results showed that people who worked 
the first shift (7:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.) had the highest positive cor­
relations (. 82 £ < •  001). That correlation was significantly different 
from the correlations of the "business shift", or 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
hours (_r = .23, p. ^.05). Negative correlations were found for the 
second and third shifts (3:00 p.m. - 11:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. - 
7:00 a.m.); however, the number of respondents was too small in these two 
groups, (5 and 3 respectively), to test the hypothesis.
Job Tenure Moderating Effects (Hypothesis VIII)
The last hypothesis predicted that the length of employment would 
moderate the job/non-job satisfaction relationship. The hypothesis was 
not supported; no significant differences were found between any of the 
eight groups (See Table 9).
Gender Moderating Effects
The analysis of the moderating effect of gender produced correlations 
of .38 and .37 for females and males respectively across the Warr et al. 
job satisfaction and non-job satisfaction scales (See Table 10). There 
were 57 females and 71 males in the sample. The test for two correlations 
with independent samples was not significant (z^  = .06). Females and males 
had correlations of .22 and .53 respectively, across the JDI and Warr,
34
Table 8
The Moderating Effect of Supervisory Status
Group N








workers 52 . 25 . 4.0**
non-supervisory





*  *  *  p < 001
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Table 9
The Moderating Effect of Job Longevity
Group N




JDI-Warr et al. 
non-job satis­
faction correlation
less than 1 year 12 .58* .19
1-2 years 15 .47 .64**
3-4 years 18 . 58* .36
5-7 years 16 .39 .42
7-9 years 12 .24 . 24
9-11 years 8 .27 .53
12-20 years 30 .34 . 49**
over 20 years 9 . 61** .65**
* £ < . 0 5
* *  £ < . 0 1  
* * *  £<.001
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et al. life satisfaction scale. The same statistic indicated that the 
two groups were statistically different (z_ = 1.963, £<•05).
Due to the differences in results found between using the JDI 
and the Warr et al. job satisfaction scales, a further analysis of the 
data available was done. Correlations between the subscales of the JDI 
and the Warr et al. non-job satisfcation scale showed stronger sub­
scales. However, only one difference was statistically significant for 
the male and female groups: the JDI work scale and the Warr et al. 
non-job scale correlated higher for men than for women (r_ = .55 for men,
_r = .11 for women; = 2.12, p_-C».05). Thus, the results of the Kavanagh 
and Halpern 1977 study were generally confirmed. Gender does not appear 
to moderate the job/non-job satisfaction relationship.
Discussion
The factor analysis of the Warr et al. job satisfaction scale 
suggests that there are problems with the scale since there is no 
interpretable factor structure. This raises the question as to what the 
scale measures, cyet it correlates with the JDI and the global life satis­
faction measure. Expanding the Warr et al. job satisfaction scale with 
additional items may be necessary to find an interpretable factor struc­
ture. Using it along with other factorially complex measures of job 
satisfaction in future research will be necessary to determine just 
what factors the Warr et al. scale measures.
Another concern with the Warr et al. job satisfaction scale is 
that the convergent validity coefficient was only .60 with the JDI.
Since the JDI has been more widely tested and validated, the Warr et al. 
job satisfaction scale may be suspect. The Warr et al. scale may be
37
Table 10 
The Moderating Effects of Gender 
VJarr et aXnon-job Pearson correlations for: z.-test for two inde­
satisfaction and: women^ menb pendent correlation
coefficients
JDI work scale .111 .50*** -2.33*
JDI supervision scale .095 .36** -1.56
JDI coworker scale .016 .23* -1.50
JDI pay scale .273* .32** -0.30
JDI promotion scale .145 1.85
JDI total job 
satisfaction scale
.22* .53*** -1.96.






*2 > . 05
* * * J D  >*001
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measuring something somewhat different. The convergent validity 
coefficient was .85 with the global measure of job satisfaction. The JDI 
in turn, is primarily a measure of five job satisfaction factors and 
had a convergent validity with the global job satisfaction measure of 
.53. With this level of convergent validity, it is questionable if 
the global job satisfaction measure is measuring the same construct 
as the JDI.
Probably the most important result of the factor analysis 
of the non-job satisfaction scale is that non-job satisfaction was 
shown to be multi-dimensional. Thus the relationship between job 
and non-job satisfaction is much more complex than hypothesized by 
the spillover, segmentation, or compensatory models. These three models 
all tend to oversimplfy job satisfaction and non-job satisfaction which 
are broad, general concepts. Also the segmentation hypothesis is un~ 
testable as such since it predicts the null hypothesis. Thus, the 
results of this study provide strong support for the hypothesis that 
several distinct factors comprise non-job satisfaction. Life satisfaction, 
like job satisfaction, is more complex than previous reserach has indicated 
by simple job satisfaction/non-job satisfaction designs that have been 
used.
A logical extension of this research would be to add items to the 
Warr et al. non-job satisfaction scale and reanalyze the factors to 
determine if other factors appear. Also, factor analyzing other non­
job satisfaction scales to find covergence among non-job satisfaction 
factors would add to the understanding of the concept of non-job 
satisfaction.
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In this study support for the traditional spillover hypothesis would 
have required all of the job satisfaction factors to be significantly and 
positively correlated with all of the non-job satisfaction factors. The 
results did not confirm this. For the compensatory hypothesis to have been 
supported, significant negative correlations would have been required 
between all of the job and non-job satisfaction factors. The results 
did not confirm this either. The segmentation model is logically untestable.
However, the factor spillover model was supported; some job satisfaction 
factors and some non-job satisfaction factors had significant positive 
correlations, while others were not correlated at all. As described in 
the results section, some non-job satisfaction factors, such as standard of 
living, were significantly and positively correlated with job satisfaction 
factors such as pay. A non—job satisfaction factor such as education was 
significantly related to work itself on the JDI scale but unrelated to 
the job satisfaction factor of pay. The factor spillover model accounts 
for the job and non-job factors in a more complete manner than do the 
other models.
The most highly correlated job and non-job factors tended to have 
direct, logical relationships. Pay satisfaction was highly correlated 
with the satisfaction with standard of living. People earning salaries 
that they are satisfied with also tend to be satisfied with the standard of 
living that results from the things that they can buy and do with these 
financial resources.
Satisfaction with supervision on the job and satisfaction with non­
job social satisfaction were correlated; often workers socialize with 
fellow workers off the job.. The trait theory of personality described
earlier also may explain this socialization; people who are more social 
or extroverted on the job may also be so off the job, with the result 
of being satisfied in both situations. Their trait of extroversion or 
socialability may help them to be more satisfied with their relationships 
on and off the job, ^ ___ __
Satisfaction with'^C^oation received was highly correlated with 
job satisfaction with the work itself, supervision, and promotions.
People with higher levels of education have greater access generally to 
the jobs that will satisfy them most and afford them better chances of 
promotion if promotion is a valued outcome. Education and type of 
supervision as correlated factors may be understood in that with higher 
education the amount of supervision generally is lower and the supervisory 
style allows greater flexibility to those in technical and professional 
jobs. For example a computer technician may be satisfied with his 
supervision because it allows him the freedom and responsibility to get 
the work done in the most efficient way and the amount of supervision is 
minimal due to the nature of the work; the supervisor respects the 
technician's ability to do the work properly and does not need to 
monitor the work process closely.
Further testing of the factor spillover model is suggested for 
future research. Clarifying factor structures of job and non-job 
satisfcation, finding consistently related and unrelated job and non­
job factors, and explaining these relationships are important for a more 
complete understanding of these concepts.
One of the weaknesses of the research is the overall response rate 
which led to small numbers in some of the groups in the analysis of the 
effects of moderating factors of the job/non-job satisfaction relationship.
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In fact, the only significant moderating factor, the shift worked, 
had only twelve in the group that was significantly different from 
the other groups. It was found that people who work the 7:00 a.m. to 
3:00 p.m. shift had significantly higher positive correlations between 
life and job satisfaction than people who worked other shifts or set 
their own hours. One reasonable explanation for this is that people who 
work early in the day have a fairly large block of time in the late 
afternoon and evening for family, social, or educational pursuits, 
whereas people who work the ’’business shift" have a smaller time block 
in the evening for off-the-job activities.
Analysis of differences in the job/non-job satisfaction relationship 
for males and females generally replicated the results found by Kavanagh 
and Halpern (1977). That is, the job/non-job satisfaction relationship 
does not appear to be moderated by gender. The differences that occurred 
in correlations using the JDI and the Warr et al. job satisfaction scale 
may have been based partly on the fact that the Warr et al. scale did 
not have an interpretable factor structure. Just what aspects of the job the 
Warr et al. scale measures is uncertain. With the JDI, satisfaction with 
the work itself was the only subscale on which significant gender diff­
erences occurred. The overall JDI measure was significantly correlated 
with the Warr et al. non-job satisfaction scale among men, but not among 
women. On another JDI subscale, pay satisfaction, correlations for men 
and women were nearly identical (.27 and .32, respectively). A tentative 
explanation for the observed differences between men and women on the 
relationshp of the JDI work scale to non—job satisfaction is that women 
may still be able to be relatively satisfied with most non-job factors
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of their lives, even though they are not satisfied with the type of 
work that they do. Further analysis of the differences between job and 
non-job satisfaction factors for women and men may help to understand this 
relationship more fully.
Another area for research is suggested by the influence of job 
importance on the job/non-job satisfaction relationship. The Iris 
and Barrett (1972) study suggests that perceived importance of different 
job factors may be differentially related to life satisfaction for 
workers with different levels of job satisfaction. Further study of 
that concept may be interesting and valuable. Also looking at the 
effects of the importance of non-job factors and how they may be 
differentially related to job satisfaction for people with high and 
low levels of non-job satisfaction may prove to be beneficial.
In summary, substantive future research is suggested in the 
model building area. Further testing of the factor spillover model 
along with the development of validated factor structures for both non-job 
and job satisfaction scales, will help to clarify the relationship more 
fully. By further testing the relationships between the factors composing 
non-job satisfaction and job satisfaction, a more viable understanding 
of the complex relationship between the two will be achieved.
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I would like to introduce you to a legitimate research study being con­
ducted by Andrew Kresha, a graduate student at the University of Nebraska at 
Omaha. Mr. Kresha is conductiong a research study of attitudes among a
random sampling of residents in the Omaha area who are employed. The attitudes
being surveyed relate to job and off-job aspects of people’s lives.
This survey is designed to provide complete anonymity and confidentiality 
to everyone who responds by completing the attached questionnaire. Under 
no circumstances will names or addresses of people who respond or who do not 
respond be made public or used in any way. This research will only compile 
statistical averages from those completing the survey.
I encourage your cooperation with this research project by completing the 
questionnaire. I should take only about five minutes to complete, A postage 
paid envelope is enclosed for you to return the survey in. If you are not 
working at a paid job, please pass this on to another person in your house­
hold. If no one in yourhousehold works, then please pass this on to the 
person who lives next door. Mr. Kresha would like to have the questionnaire 
returned within ten days. Your responses to any or all the questions on 
this surveyare~voluntary. You may omit any question or questions you do 
not wish to answer".
Should you wish a summary of the results of this research, please send 
a self-addressed envelope to Mr. Kresha at 4835 Pine St., Omaha, NE 68106 
now or within the next three months. A summary of the survey will be mailed
to you by May, 1982 if you wish.
Should you have any questions about the survey or about completing the 
questionnaire, please contact Mr. Kresha at 553-7626 between 6 p.m. and 10 
p.m. If you would like confirmation of the legitimacy of the research please 
call me at UNO at 554-2592.
Sincerely,
1 1  T u #
Dr. Dennis Dossett, Director
Center for Applied Psychological Services
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The f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  deal  wi t h  v a r i o u s  a s p e c t s  of yo u r  j o b . 
I w o u l d  like you to rate h o w  s a t i s f i e d  or d i s s a t i s f i e d  you  feel 
w i t h  ea c h  of the se a s p e c t s  of y o u r  jo b at the p r e s e n t  m om en t .
Jus t  i n d i c a t e  how s a t i s f i e d  or d i s s a t i s f i e d  yo u are by u s in g  the 
f o l l o w i n g  scale:
D I S S A T I S F I E D




M O D E R A T E L Y  NOT SUR E 
3 4
M O D E R A T E L Y
5
S A T I S F I E D
VE RY  
6
E X T R E M E L Y
7
Pl e a s e  use the n u m b e r  f r o m  the scale a b o v e  that b es t  su its  y ou r  feelings 
Exa m p le : / (p / y o u r  p r o f i t - s h a r i n g  p r o g r a m .  (here if I feel v e r y  s a t ­
i s f i e d  w i t h  the p r o f i t - s h a r i n g ,  I m a r k  a '6' in the box.
■l/
the p h y s i c a l  w o r k i n g  c o n d i t i o n s
the f r e e d o m  to ch o o s e  y o u r  ow n  m e t h o d  of w o r k i n g  
yo ur  f e l l o w  w o r k e r s
the r e c o g n i t i o n  you get for goo d w o r k  
you r  i m m e d i a t e  boss
the am o u n t  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i y  y o u  are g i v e n  
your rate of pay
you r  o p p o r t u n i t y  to use yo u r  a b i l i t i e s
i n d u s t r i a l  r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  m a n a g e m e n t  an d w o r k e r s  in the fir m  
you r  c ha nc e  for p r o m o t i o n  
the wa y  you r  firm  is m a n a g e d
the a t t e n t i o n  pa i d  to s u g g e s t i o n s  yo u m a k e
you r  h o u rs  of w o r k
the v a r i e t y  in your job
your job s e c u r i t y
you r  sens e of a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  fro m  yo u r  w o r k
no w t a k i n g  e v e r y t h i n g  into c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  h o w  do you feel 
abo u t yo u r  job as a who le.
The f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  use the same scale but c o n s i d e r  a sp e ct s  
of life off the j o b . P l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  these a s p e c t s  of y ou r  life at 
t h e r p r e s e n t  m o me n t.  In di c a t e  ho w  s a t i s f i e d  yo u are f e e l i n g  about 
each''One in turn. Use the same 7 - n u m b e r  scale:
D I S S A T I S F I E D




M O D E R A T E L Y
3
NO T  SURE  
4
S A T I S F I E D




E X T R E M E L Y
7
_/ the p r e s e n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of g o v e r n m e n t  n a t i o n a l l y
_/ the w a y  you spe nd  y ou r  l e i s u r e  time
_/ yo u r  s oc ia l  life: f r i e n d s  and n e i g h b o r s
/ the fu tu r e and its p r o s p e c t s  in all are as o t he r than 
yo u r  job.
_/ yo u r  a b i l i t y  to buy t hi ng s  and do th in gs  wi t h  y ou r  inc om e  
_/ yo u r  p r e s e n t  sta t e  of h e al th  
_/ the e d u c a t i o n  you hav e r e c e i v e d
_/ wh a t yo u  are a c c o m p l i s h i n g  in life (off the job)
_/ the p e o p l e  that you do th i n g s  w i t h  s o c i a l l y  
_/ your  fa m i l y  life
_/ yo u r life w i t h  yo ur  s p o u s e  (if a p p l i c a b l e )
/ the l oc al  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of g o v e r n m e n t  at this time 
_/ the f o rm a l tr a i n i n g  and e d u c a t i o n  y o u  ha ve  r ec e i v e d  
_/ the h o u s e  or a p a r t m e n t  that yo u  li ve  in
_l y o u r  s t a n d a r d  of liv ing : the t h i n g s  that yo u can buy & do
_/ y o u r  s u r r o u n d i n g  c o m m u n i t y  w h e r e  y o u  live 
J  y o u r  o f f - t h e - j o b  g o a ls  and a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  
_/ the q u a l i t y  of yo ur  time awa y fr o m  yo u r  w o r k  s e tt i ng  
_/ the n e i g h b o r h o o d  that yo u  live in
_/ h o w  yo u are fe e l i n g  the se  days  bo t h p h y s i c a l l y  and m e n t a l l y  
J  w h a t  yo u r  fut ur e se ems  to ho ld  for you (ot her  than work)
_/ yo ur  cu r r e n t  liv ing  c o n d i t i o n s
/ t a k i n g  e v e r y t h i n g  into c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  your  li.fe as a w h o l e  
off the job
Here  are s e v e r a l  l i st s  that d e s c r i b e  p a r t i c u l a r  a s p e c t s  of y o u r  job.
E v a l u a t e  t he s e by p u t t i n g  a c h e c k  in the c o l u m n  that be st  d e s c r i b e s
w h e t h e r  or no t that a s p e c t  is par t of y o u r  job. Put a c h e c k  in the "Y"
c o l u m n  if the i t e m  does  d e s c r i b e  a p a r t i c u l a r  a s p e c t  of y o u r  job, a
c h e c k  in the "N" c o l u m n  if the i t e m  does  not d e s c r i b e  that a s p e c t ,  or 








W O R K  :
Ex a mp l e :  e x h a u s t i n g
1 2 3
(work is not e x h a u s t i n g )
f a s c i n a t i n g
i
r-on f i n e j
j
s a t i s f y i n g  j
b o r i n g  _j_
good
c r e a t i v e
r e s p e c t e d
ho t
p l ea sa n t
u s e f u l
t i r e s o m e
h e a l t h f u l
c h a l l e n g i n g
" ' 1 !
! on you r feet
i f r u s t r a t i n g
! sim pl e
e n d l e s s
giv e s sen se  of 
a c c o m p l i s h m e n t
S U P E R V I S I O N
asks my  a d v i c e
hard  to p l e a s e
i m p o l i t e
p r a i s e s  g oo d  w o r k
t a c t f u l
i n f l u e n t i a l
u p - t o - d a t e
d o e s n ' t  s u p e r v i s e  
e n o u g h
q u i c k - t e m p e r e d
tel ls me w h e r e  I 
sta nd
a n n o y i n g
s t u b b o r n
kno w s jo b w e l l
bad
i n t e l l i g e n t  
le a v e s  me on my  own  
a r o u n d  w h e n  n e e d e d  
lazy
P E O P L E  
s t i m u l a t i n g  
bo r i n g  
sl o w  ^  
a m b i t i o u s ' 
stu p id  
r e s p o n s i b l e  
fast
i n t e l l i g e n t
ea s y to m a k e  e n e m i e s
talk  to m u c h
smart
lazy
u n p l e a s a n t  
no p r i v a c y  
a c t iv e
n a r r o w  i n t e r e s t s  
loyal
har d  to me e t  
PAY
income adequate for 
normal expenses
satisfactory fringe benefits
barely live on income
bad
income provides luxuries 
insecure








promotion on ability 
dead-end j ob




fairly good chance for 
promotion
P L E A S E  T U R N  TO THE L A S T  PA G E
For a m o m e n t ,  w o u l d  yo u c o n s i d e r  the i m p o r t a n c e  of s e v e r a l  a s ­
pec t s of you r work. Some p e o p l e  find p a rt s  of th ei r  job qui t e i m ­
p o r t a n t  and o t h e r  p a r t s  not v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  at all to them. Pl e a s e  
p la c e a c h e c k  in the bo x  ne x t  to the a n s w e r  that m o s t  c l o s e l y  
r e p r e s e n t s  you r  a t t i t u d e  tow ar d  that as p e c t  of you r job.
,o*v ^  „_0*'
A
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
E x a m p l e : Ho w  i m p o r t a n t  is the 
size of you r s u p e r v i s o r ' s  n os e  to 
your  j o b ? . . . . ..........................
Ho w i m p o r t a n t  to you is your  
ch an ce  for p r o m o t i o n ? ...............
How i m p o r t a n t  to you is yo ur  pay?
Ho w i m p o r t a n t  to you is the type 
of w o r k  you do ? ........................
How i m p o r t a n t  to you are the 
p e op le  you wo r k  with, yo u r  co- 
w o r k e r s  ? .................................
How i m p o r t a n t  to yo u is the type 
of s u p e r v i s i o n  that yo u  rec ei v e? .
O ve ral l, how i m p o r t a n t  is your 
job to you r life as a w h o l e ? .....
Fin al l y,  for the p u r p o s e s  of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  p l e a s e  a n w e r  the f o l l o w i n g  
q u e s t i o n s .  The sa m p l e  s ho w  ho w  you s h o u l d  r e c o r d  y o u r  an swe r.
SAMPLE: / My dog is 
v 1. s m a l 1
in size:
2. me d i ; 3. lar ge
/ I hav e w o r k e d  for my p r e s e n t  e m p l o y e r :
1. les s tha n 1 year  5.
2. 1-2 y e a r s  6.
3. 3-4 y e a r s  7.
4. 5-7 y e ar s 8.
7-9 y e a r s  
9-11 y ea rs  
12 -2 0  y e ar s  
ove r 20 y e a r s
J  AGE:
1. 1 8 -2 4  ye a rs
2 . 2 5-34 yea r s




4 5-54 ye a rs  
55-64 yea r s  
65 and ove r
/ H O U RS  W O R K E D
1 . 8 a m - 5 p m
2 . 7 a m - 3 p m
3 . 3 p m - l l p m
4 . 1 1 p m - 7am
5. o t h e r ( p l e a s e  spec ify )





/ My O C C U P A T I O N  is:
1. p r o f e s s i o n a l
2. m a n a g e  rial
3. c l e r i c a l  or sales
4. c r a f t s m a n /c r a f t s p e r s o n
5. m a c h i n e  o p e r a t o r
6. s e r v i c e  o c c u p a t i o n
7. g e n e r a l  l a b o r e r  
8 . m i l i t a r y
9. f a r m e r / f a r m  w o r k e r
/____/ My job is ___________
1. N O N - S U P E R V I S O R Y
m  n a t u r e .
2. S U P E R V I S O R Y
/____ / MY E M P L O Y E R  IS C O N S I D E R E D  TO BE A F O R M  OF ______________
1. g o v e r n m e n t  4. o t h e r ( s p e c i f y )  :_____
2. p r i v a t e  b u s i n e s s / i n d u s t r y
3. n o n - p r o f i t  a g en cy  __________________________
/____ / Are you :
1. e m p l o y e d  by som eo ne  else 2. s e l f - e m p l o y e d  3. Both
